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In the Matter of the Sùspension)
or Revocation of the License of

)
ANTHONY V. AMMIRATA , D.D.S.

To Practïce 'Dentistry the
State of New Jersey

Admïnistrative Action

PARTIAL DECISION AND
FINAL ORDER CONCERNING
COUNTS 1, 11 AND III

This matter was opened to the New Jersey State Board of

Dentistry (''Board'') upon the fillng of an administrative

complaint on February 5
, 1992, by Robert J. Del Tufo

, Attorney

General of New Jersey , by Anne Marie Kelly
, Deputy Attorney

General, alleging in Count I that the respondent had compl
eted

only 3O3 hours of the 450 hours of continuing educatïon required

for the 1988-1989 academic year as set forth ïn a Consent Order

entered into by the respondent with the Board of Dentistry on Ma
y

4, 1988. Counts 11 and III further alleged that th
e respondent

faïled to complete the required 45O hours of continuing education

courses for the 1989-1990 and 1990-1991 academic years
e

respectively . Complainant alleged that respondent 's failure to

complete the continuing education as required by the Board '
s

order constitutes professional misconduct in violation of

N ..J.S.A. 45:l-2l(e). Count IV of the complaint (the only

remaïning count) alleged that respondent's rendering of dental
$.

treatment to a patient was performed by acts and practices which

were repeatedly and/or grossly negligent and at variance from



care N.J.S.A. 45:1c21(c)

transferred by the Board to the Office

for hearing . On or about April 3O
, 1992

respondent filed an an/wer to the complaïnt.

A plenary hearing this matter was held on June 1O
, 1992

and continued on June 1992 . Deputy Attorney General Anne
*

Marie Kelly appeared behalf of the complainant; respondent dïd

not appear. The following exhibits were admitted into evidence
:

in violation of

Admlnistrative complaint fïled with the Board
of Dentistry on April 26

, 1985, captioned
In the Matter of the Suspension or Revocation
of the Lïcense of Anthony V . Ammirataz D .D .S .
to fr>ctice Dentistry i n th@ iiAye 9f F@w Jersey.

S-2 Administrative complaint filed with the Board of
Dentistry on June 9, 1987 , captioned In the Matter
of the Suspension or Revocation of the License of
Anthony V . Ammirata 

. D . D . S . t-o Practice Dentïstry
in the State of New Jersey r

acceptable standards

and Thls count

Admïnïstrative Law

Consent Order f iled with the Board of Dentistx'y
on May 5, 1988 , captioned In the Matter of the
Suspension or Revocation of the License of
Anthony V. Ammirata , D . D . S . to Practice Dentistry
in ihe state of New Jersey.

Affidavit of Servïce dated June 9
, 1992 and signed

by Michael Mahasky , Special Investigator, Division
of Consumer Affairs Enforcement Bureau

, attesting
that the Order Permitting Withdrawal of Counsel
was personally served on the respondent on May
22, 1992. Attached to the Affidavit of Service is
a copy of the Order bearing the signature of the
respondent acknowledging receipt.

S-5 Letter dated January l6
, 1989. from A. Milton

Bell, D.D.S . to Anthony Ammirata
, D.D.S.

concerning authenticated evidence of attendance
at approved continuing education courses.
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Letter dated April l7, 1989, from A. Milton Bell,
D.D.S. to Dr. Anthony Ammirata concerning th@
protocol for àpproval of continuing education
co urse s .

J

S-7 Letter dated Aprïl 2O
, 1989, from A. Milton Bell

,D
.D.S. to Dr. Anthony Ammirata concerning the

respondènt's continuing failure to follow the
protocol required in order to receive credit for
continuing education courses .

S-8 to 5-25 Various slîps and receipts purporting to
' to be evidence of attendance at continuing

education courses but contaïning no ïdentifying
information concerning the course name

, date of
course , or instructor .

5-26 Letter dated October lO , 1989, from Robert R.
Moutrïe, Ph.D., University of Medicine and
Dentistry of New Jersey, stating that Dr. Anthony
Ammïrata attended a course on October 1l

, 1989.

5-27 Letter dated May 5
, 1990, from Robert R. Moutrie

,Ph .D., University of Medicine and Dentistry of New
Jersey stating that Dr. Anthony Ammirata attended(
a contlnuing education course on May 5, 1990.

5-28 Letter dated March 7, 1990, from Robert R.
Moutrie, Ph .D.. University of Medicine and
Dentistry of New Jersey, stating that Dr. Anthony
Ammirata attended a continuing education course
on March 7, 1990.

5-29 Letter dated March 28, 1990, from Robert R .
Moutrie, Ph.D., Unïversity of Medicine and
Dentistry of NeW Jersey, stating that Dr. Anthony
Ammirata attended a continuing education course
on March 28, 1990.

S-3O Letter dated February 7 1990
, from Robert R.(

Moutrie, Ph.D., Universœty of Medicine and
Dentistry of New Jersey , stating that Dr. Anthony
Ammirata attended a continuing education course
on February 7, 1990.

S-3l Letter dated April 4
, 1990, from Robert R .

Moutrie, PH .D., University of Medicïne and
Dentistry of New Jersey

. stating that Dr. Anthony
Ammirata attended a continuing eduçation course
on April 4, 1990.

3



5-32 Letter dated June 5, 1990, from June Lewin,
New York Oniversity College of Dentistry

,
stating that Dr. Anthony Ammirata attended a
contînuing educatîon course for dental
technologists.

5-33 A Certificate from the University of Pennsylvania
School of Dental Medicine certifying that
Anthony Ammïrata completed a continuing
education course on December 13, 1989.

5-34 A certificate from the University of Pennsylvania
* School of Dental Medicine certifying that

Anthony Ammïrata completed a continuing
education course on Februatry 23, 1990.

5-35 Letter dated October 1, 1990, from A . Milton Bell,

D .D.S. to Dr. Anthony Ammirata concerning the
respondent's failure to obtain advance approval
for continuing education courses.

5-36 Affidavit of Service dated June l5 , 1992, and
signed by Michael Mahasky, Special Investigator,
Division of Consumer Affairs Enforcement Bureau,
attesting that the Board 's Interim Order was
personally served on the respondent on June 1l,
1992. Attached to the Affldavit of Service is a
copy of the Interim Order bearing the original
signature of A. Ammirata acknowledging receipt
of the document.

5-37 Affidavit of Jean E. Murphy , Supervising
Investigator, Division of Consumer Affairs
Enforcement Bureau, attesting that she telephoned
Dr. Ammirata on June lO, 1992 ekploying a(
fictitious name, spoke to an Individual who
identified himself as Dr. Ammirata and agreed
to see her on the same date for a dental appoint-

The Board also took notice of and included in the record the

Motion to Withdraw as Counsel fïled with the Board on May 6
,

1992, and accompanying certïfication pf JeffreY P. Blumstein,

Esq., dated May 9, 19922 the letter brief dated January 31, 1992.
t.

filed by D.A.G . Anne Marie Kelly; and a prior Board of Dentistry
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Fïnal Dectsïon and Order entered on December 5, 1980, In the

Matter of the Suspensîon or Revocation of the License of Anthuny

V. Ammirat4, D.D.S. to Praçsice Dentistry in the St4te of Ne:

Jersey .

At the plenary hearing this matter on June 1O, 1992, the

respondent failed to appear . The Board office received a

telephone call from an indivïdual purporting to be the

respondent's treating physicïan stating that Dr. Ammirata had

visited his office on the morning of June lO, 1992, and that he

was and could not attend the hearing. The Board requested,

through the office of its Executive Director, wrïtten

confirmation of the respondentls illness from this physician by

June 1992. As of June 1992, the date of the continued

hearing, no such written confirmation from the respondent or the

physician had been redeived by the Board. Respondent also failed

to appear at the continuation of the hearing on June

and on this occasion no telephone call or notice Was received by

the Board indicating a reason for the respondent's absence.

On June 1O, 1992, D.A.G. Anne Marie Kelly, was permitted to

proceed with the complainant 's case, especially in view of the

fact that an expert witness was present and prepared to testify .

Accordingly, D.A.G. Kelly presented the testimony of A. Milton

1992,

Bell, D.D.S. Dr. Bel, l is a licensed dentist practicing in the

State of New Jersey, and he is also an instructor of

prosthodontics and an Assistant Dean at the New York University
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The m nly addltîonal courses for whïch Dr
. Ammlrata obtained

approval were those set forth letter dated January l6
,

J

1989 (S-5). By calculations
, Dr. Bell testified that the

respondent completed only 3O3 hours of continuing education of

the 45O hours required for 1989
. Thereafter, Ammirata

submitted no courses for approval for 1990 or subsequent years
.'k

Dr. Bell also testified that he continuously requested from

Dr. Ammirata cancelled checks as proof of attendance at courses
,

these were never provided to him . He also specifically

d iscussed with Dr . Ammirata , the necessity of providing

identifying information regard to courses including the date

of the course, the provider of the course
, and instructor for the

course in order to obtain credit for attendance
.

Subsequent to Dr. Bellls testimony
, the Board entered 'an

Interim Order on June 1O, 1992, continuing the plenary hearing in

this matter to June 1992
, at which time Dr . Ammirata would be

permitted to present a defense to the allegations the

complaint. The Order further provided that the Board would

proceed with the case and make a decision in the event Dr
.

Ammirata failed to appear.

When the respondent failed to appear on June 1992
. or

make any contact with the Board or with D .A .G . Kelly, the Board

proceeded at 10:45 a.m. for the hearing which was scheduled for

9:00 a.m. D.A.G. Kelly moved before the Board for a ludgment in
$.

default based on the respondent's failure to appear or respond in
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spïte of havîng received adequate notïce. The Board conducted

deliberations executive session June 1992 and

announced its decision public session on that same date. This

Order memorializes thY Board's decision as announced in public

session.

In consideration of the record herein, the Board makes the
*

following findings of fact and conclusions of law:

FINDINGS OF FACT

Respondent Anthony Ammirata, D.D.S. with an office

address at 11 Gordon Avenue, Lawrenceville
r New Jersey 08648,

license No. 7824, a licensed dentist the State New

Jersey and has been a licensee

all times pertlnent hereto.

On December 1980, the Board Dentistry entered a

Final Decision and Order against Dr. Ammirata

plea of no contest to the

setting f orth a

charges of an administrative complaint

alleging repeated and gross malpractice in the practice of

dentistry by making improper diagnoses of TMJ arthritis and

unnecessarily prescribing long and costly treatment therefor and

rendering restorative dental treatment which was not performed

the Board of Dentistry during

according to acceptable dental standards and also alleging a lack

of good moral characte: as evidenced by his charging of

unconscionable and excessive fees for treatment of patients and

for attempts to collect fees for treatment not required and not
t.

rendered. The Order provided that Dr. Ammirata's license was to
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be suspendçd for a perîod of one year, days of which was an

active period suspensïon and the remaïnder probationary
.

addition, the respondent was enjoined from treating TMJ

patients untîl he completed a residency program in prosthodontics

or periodontics, and he was assessed a civil penalty the

amount of S1O,OOO.OO.

On April 1985, an administrative complaint was filed

by the Attorney General of New Jersey with the Board of Dentistry

against the respondent alleging in Count I repeated and/or gross

acts of negligence and malpractice regard dental treatment

and in Count treating patients for TMJ disorders without

havïng completed the required residency course in violation of

the December 5, 1980 Order .

4. On June 9, 1987, an administrative complaint was filed

by the Attorney General of New Jersey with the Board of Dentistry

against the respondent alleging in 18 counts multiple acts of

gross or simple malpractice as well as fraud and professional

misconduct in connection with dental treatment and insurance

claims for such treatment .

On May 4, 1988, the respondent entered into a Consent

Order with the Board o f Dentistry which resolved the

aforementioned administrative complaints. Paragraph l(a) of the

Cqnsent Order required Dr. Ammirata for a period of five years to

complete 450 hours of continuing education in such areas of
$.

dental practice to be determined the Board eaci at the
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rate of at least days per week and not less than a minimum

average of hours per week . courses were to be approved
J

by Board prior to enrollment. The respondent further was

required to obtain documentatïon of his satisfactory attendance

at and completion of such courses to be provided to the Board at

the end of each month withïn whïch the course Was completed
.

Order May 1988, further provided in paragraph

10 that in the event the respondent was found to have violated

any of the provislons the Consent Order, his license to

practice dentistry in the State New Jersey would be revoked .

On or about February 1992, an Order to Show Cause was

signed by William R. Cïnotti , D.D.S., President of the Board of

Dentistry, ordering the respondent to show cause on April

1992 why the Board should not enter an Order suspending his

license pending a final hearing based on the allegations of the

Verified Complaint and attachments which are the subject of this

Order.

On April 15, 1992, respondent appeared with counsel
,

Jeffrey P. Blumstein, Esq. The Board determined to bifurcate the

allegations of the complaint
, retaining Counts 11 and III for

a hearing before the Board and transferring Count IV for a

hearing at the Office of Administrative Law . The Board entered

an Order on the record establishing June l0
, 1992 as the date for

the plenary hearing on Counts 1, 11 and 111. The Board further
h-

establïshed with counsel a

8.
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trïal motions . Shortly thereafter
, an answer was flled by Mr.

Blumstein on behalf of Dr. Amm irata .

On May 6, 1992, a Motion to Withdraw as Counsel Was

filed by Jeffrey Blumsteln , Esq. requestïng the Board to enter

an Order granting leave to Mr. Blumstein to Withdraw as counsel

for Ammïrata. Saïd motïon was supported by a certification
*

by Blumstein which he asserted that in spite of

correspondence and repeated phone calls to Dr . Ammirata

requesting for the plenary hearing
,

Dr. Ammirata failed to contact Mr . Blumstein to discuss the

matter. The certifïcation further sets forth the chronology of

Mr. Blumstein 's repeated efforts including telephone messages

which were left for Dr. Ammirata. Finally , Mr. Blumstein advised

the Board that he was of the opinion that as a result of the non
-

cooperation of the respondènt to assist in his defense
, he cguld

not provide adequate representation .

On May 2O, 1992, the Board entered an Order permitting

withdrawal of counsel and further ordering that the plenary

hearing regarding Counts 11 and III of the complaïnt as

scheduled on June 1O, 1992, at 9:00 a.m . before the Board of

Dentistry would take place without further adjournment and that

Dr. Ammirata fs further failure to obtain counsel would not be

meeting in order to prepare

c#use for adjournment of the heartng.

1l. On May 22, 1992, Dr. Ammirata was personally served
t.

with a copy of the Order withdrawal of counsel and
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setting forth the hearïng date .

l2. On June lO , 1992, Dr. Ammirata faïled to appear for the
; '

plenary hearing. The Board office received a telephone call f
rom

a physician stating tùat Ammïrata was too il1 to attend
.

Written confirmation was requested but was never received
. After

hearing the complainant's case , the Board entered an
*

Interim Order on June 1992 , ordering a certification from the

physician expressing medical opïnion that Dr
. Ammirata was

to attend the hearing and continuing the hearing until

June 1992, at 9:00 a.m . before the Board to permit Dr
.

Ammirata to enter a defense to the allegations of the complaint
.

The Order further provided that a final decision would be

rendered on June 17, 1992, if Dr. Ammirata failed to appear .

13 . On June lO
, 1992, Jean E . Murphy , Supervising

Investigator, Division of Consumer Affairs Enforcement Bureau
,

made a telephone call to the offlce of Dr
. Ammirata utilizing a

fictïtious name and uas able to make an appointment for dental

treatment on that same date
.

l4. On June 1992
, Dr. Ammirata was personally served

with a copy of the Board 's Interim Order
.

Ammirata has completed only 303 hours of the 450

hours of continuing education for the 1988- 1989 academic year

required by thq Consent Order entered ïnto by Dr. Ammirata on May

4, 1988 . Respondent further failed to complete any continuïng
$.

education courses for the 1989-1990 and 1990-1991 academic

12



CONCLUSJONS OF LAW

1. Dr. Ammïrata received sufficlent notice of the charges

agaïnst him and was afforled every possible opportunity to be

heard on those charges'.

Respondent 's failure to complete the continuing

education ordered for the 1988-1989 academic year as required by

the Board 's Order of May 1988 constitutes professional

misconduct within the meaning of N.J.S.A. 45:l-21(e).

Respondent 's failure to complete the continuing

education prescribed for the 1989-1990 academic year as required

by the Board 's Order further constitutes professional misconduct

within the meaning of N.J.S.A. 45:l-21(e).

Respondent's failure to complete the continuing education

prescribed for the 1990-1991 academic year as required by the

Board's Qrder further constitutes professional misconduct within

the meanfng of N.J.S.A. 45:l-21(e).

DISCUSSION

As competently demonstrated by the testimony and the

documents entered into evidence at the hearing in this matter
,

Dr . Ammirata has repeatedly and totally failed or refused to

comply with the specific terms and conditions of the Consent

Order which he signed which required hin to successfully complete

4pO hours of continuing education courses for each of 5

As a general rule, the Board of Dentistry will assess continuing

education courses against those lïcensees who have demonstrated a

years.
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deficiency
. in competency in one or more areas of dentistry

amounts ranging anywhere from hours to 40 hours of approvèd

contlnuing education. clear from the history of Dr.

Ammirata's appearances before the Board dating back to the Order

entered on December 1980, that the Board intended a massive

re-education of Dr. Ammirata. The multiple patient complaints

which have been received by this Board over the last 12 years

showing repeated and gross negligence in al1 areas of dentistry

persuade this Board that the respondent is not competent to

remain in practice.

repeated efforts by the Board for remediation
,

has refused to engage in re-education. His actions

completely obstruct and frustrate the Board's ability to carry

out its statutory duty to protect the public.

comply with the Board's prior Orders evidence a

His failure to

neglect of his patients' health,

infers further from

safety

pattern of

and welfare. The Board

Ammirata's failure to respond or appear

in regard to the instant allegations that he has no explanation

or excuse for his failure

requirements.

comply with the Board 's

The Board can neither countenance Dr . Ammirata's flouting of

its regulatory authority nor ignore the harm or significant

potential for harm to patients presented if Dr. Ammirata was

permitted to remaïn in practice. Dr. Ammirata was well aware
î.

that the Order entered on May 4, 1988, provided that in the event

14
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he faîled to comply wîth tbe Order, the Board would revoke his

lïcense.
J

The Board is charged With the regulatiYn of its licensees

for the purpose of protecting the patients who seek dental

services this State . The requïrement of the Order that

respondent complete continuing education courses was based on the
. 7

seriousness of the charges in the complaint and the Board fs

judgment that only such a massive program of re-education would

provide respondent with the ability to continue treating dental

patients. Consequently, and for the foregoing reasons
,

D>-IT IS ON 
THIS VN DAY OF JUNE, 1992,

HEREBY ORDERED THAT :

Ammirata,

practice

dentistry in the State of New Jersey is hereby revoked effective

July 22, 1992.

A default be and is hereby entered against Anthony V.

D .D.S.

The license of Anthony V . Ammirata, D.D.S. to

any and al1

medicationse ordental equipment, appliances, tools, instruments,

dental products which are in his possession at any location . He

shall sell or dispose of a1l such items through a legitimate

dealer in dental supplies or to New Jersey licensed dentist.

Dr. Ammirata shall submit to the Board bills of sale , receipts or

other documentation verifying the disposal of all such items no
t.

later than 30 days subsequent to the effective date

15
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revocatiop.

Durïng the perlod of tlme in which respondent 's
J

dentlstry lïcense remaîns revoked
, he shall not own or otherwise

maintain a peeuniary or beneficial interest in a dental practice

or function as a yanager
, proprïetor, operator or conductor of a

place where dental operations are performed
, or otherwïse*

practice dentïstry within the meaning of N
.J.S .A. 45:6-19.

5. The respondent shall surrender his wall certific
ate and

dental license as well as his D
. E.A. and C.D .S. registrations to

a representatâve of the Enforcement Bureau immediately subsequent

to the effective date of the revocation .

6. The Board may entertain an application from the

respondent for reconsideration of the within Order for a pe
riod

of 30 days from June 17
, 1992, only upon a written proffer of a

legitimate and valïd defense to the allegations of the 
complaint.

Upon receipt of such application for reconsideration, the Board

may provide the respondent with an opportunity to be heard and

present such defenses. No application for reconsideration will

be considered after the 30 day period
, apd the revocation will

become finally effective on July 22
, 1992.

N
ï (a 7. - -
' liam R. Cinotti, D.D.S.

President
State Board of Dentïstry ''
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In the Matter of the Suspension)
or Revocatïon of the Lïcense Of

)
ANTHONY AMMIRATA, D.D.S.

To Practice 'Dentïstry the
State of New Jersey

Admlnistrative Actlon

PARTIAL DECISION AND
FINAL ORDER CONCERNING
COUNTS Ie 11 AND 1II

This matter was opened to the New Jersey State Board of

Dentistry (''Board'') upon the filing of an admïnistrative

complaint on February 1992, by Robert Del Tufo, Attorney

General of New Jersey. by Anne Marie Kelly. Deputy Attorney

General, alleging in Count I that the respopdent had completed

only 3O3 hours of the 450 hours of continuing education requïred

for the 1988-1989 academic year as set forth in a Consent Order

entered into by the respondent with the Board of Dentistry on May

4, 1988. Counts 11 and III further alleged that the respondent

failed to complete the required 45O hours of continuing education

courses for the 1989-1990 and 1990-1991 academlc years e

respectively . Complainant alleged that respondent's faïlure to

complete the continuing education as required by the Board's

order constitutes professional misconduct in violation of

N ..J.S.A. 45:l-21(e). Count IZ. the complaint (the only

remaining count) alleged that respondent's rendering of dental
!.

treatment to a patient was performed by acts and practices whïch

weie repeateii-y and/or grossly negligent and at variance from



accèptable standards

and (d). Thïs count was transferred by Board to the Office

of Administrative Law for a hearing. On or about April 3O, 1992

respondent filed an answer to the complaint.

plenary hearîng this matter was held on June 1O, 1992

and continued 1992.

Marie Kelly appeared on behalf

Deputy Attorney Ceneral Anne

complainant; respondent did

appear. following exhibits were admitted into evidence:

Administrative complaint filed with the Board
of Dentistry on April 26, 1985, captioned
In the Matter of the Suspension or Revocation
of the Llcense of Anthony V . Ammirata, D.D.S.
to Practice Dentistry in thq Cv4tç pf New Jersey.

Administrative complaint filed with the Board of
Dentistry on June 9, 1987, captioned In the Matter
of the Suspension or Revocation of the License of
Anthony V. Ammiratae D.D .S . to Practice Dentistry
in the State of New Jersey.

S-3 Consent Order filed with the Board of Dentistry
on May 5, 1988, captioned In the Matter of the
Suspension or Revocation of the License of
Anthony V. Ammirata, D.D .S. to Practice Dentistry
in the State of New Jersey .

S-4 Affidavit of Service dated June 9, 1992 and signed
by Michael Mahasky, Special Investigator, Division
of Consumer Affairs Enforcement Bureau, attesting
that the Order Permitting Withdrawal of Counsel
was personally served on the respondent on May
22, 1992. Attached to the Affidavit of Service is
a copy of the Order bearing the signature of the
respondent acknowledging receipt.

S-5 Letter dated January 16, 1989, from A. Milton
Bell, D.D.S. to Anthony Ammirata, D.D.S.
boncerning authenticated evidence of attendance
at approved continuing education çourses.



Letter dated April 17, 1989, from A. Mïlton Bell,
D.D.S. to Dr. Anthony Ammlrata concerning the
protocol for approval of continuing education
CO UrSP S . a

S-7 Letter x ated April 20, 1989, from A. Milton Bell,
D.D.S. to Dr. Anthony Ammirata concernïng the
respondent's continuing failure to follow the
protocol requïred ïn order to receive credlt for
continuing education courses.

to 5-25 Varïous slîps and receïpts purportïng to
to be evidence of attendance at continuing
education courses but containing no identifying
informatïon concerning the course name, date of
course , or instructor.

5-26 Letter dated October lO, 1989, from Robert R.
Moutrie, Ph.D., University of Medicine and
Dentistry of New Jersey, stating that Dr. Anthony
Ammïrata attended a course on October l1, 1989.

5-27 Letter dated May 5, 1990, from Robert R. Moutrie,
Ph.D., University of Medicine and Dentistry of New
Jersey stating that Dr. Anthony Ammirata attended

(a contlnuing education course on May 5. 1990.

5-28 Letter dated March 7, 1990, from Robert R .
Moutrïe, Ph.D., Universïty of Medlcine and
Dentïstry of New Jersey, stating that Dr. Anthony
Ammlrata attended a continuing education course
on March 7. 1990.

5-29 Letter dated March 28, 1990, from Robert R .
Moutrie, Ph.D., University of Medicine and
Dentlstry of New Jersey, stating that Dr. Anthony
Ammirata attended a continuing education course
on March 28, 1990.

S-3O Letter dated February 7 1990, from Robert R.(
Moutrie, Ph.D.. University of Medicine and
Dentïstry of New Jersey, statïng that Dr. Anthony
Ammlrata attended a continuing education course
on February 7, 1990.

S-3l Letter dated April 4, 1990, from Robert R.
Moutrie, Ph.D., University of Medicine and
Dentistry of New Jersey, stating Ahat Dr. Anthony
Ammirata attended a continuing education course
on April 4. 1990.
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Letter dated June 5, 1990, from June Lewin.
New York University College of Dentistry,
statîng that Dr. Anthony Ammlrata attended a
contlnulng edueation course for dental
technologîsts.

A Certificate from the Unlversity of Pennsylvania
School of Dental Medicine certifying that
Anthony Ammïrata eompleted a contïnulng
educatlon course on Deeember 13, 1989.

5-34 A certificate from the University of Pennsylvania
' School of Dental Medïcine certifying that

Anthony Ammïrata completed a continuing
education course on Februatry 23, 1990.

Letter dated Oetober 1, 1990, from A. Milton Bell,
D.D.S. to Dr. Anthony Ammirata concerning the
respondent's failure to obtain advance approval
for continuing education courses.

5-36 Affidavit of Service dated June 15, 1992, and
signed by Michael Mahasky, Special Investigator,
Dïvision of Consumer Affairs Enforcement Bureau,
attesting that the Board's Interim Order was
personally served on the respondent on June 11,
1992. Attached to the Affïdavit of Service is a
copy of the Interim Order bearing the original
signature of A. Ammirata acknowledging receipt
of the document.

5-37 Affidavit of Jean E. Murphy, Supervising
Investigator, Division of Consumer Affairs
Enforcement Bureau, attesting that she telephoned
Dr. Ammirata on June lO, 1992 employing a(
fictitious name, spoke to an Individual who
ïdentifled hlmself as Dr. Ammirata and agreed
to see her on the same date for a dental appoint-

The Board also took notice of and

Motïon to Withdraw as Counsel fïled with the Board on May

1992, and accompanying certification of Jeffrey Blumsteïn.

Esq ., dated May 9, 1992; the letter brief dated January 31, 1992,

filed by D.A .G. Anne Marie Kelly;

included in the record the

4



, 
J ' .

Final Decislon and order entered on December 5, 1980, In thq

Matter of the Suspensîon or 'Revocation of the License of Anthony

V . Ammirata , D .D . S . to Pçpçt ice Dentistry in the State of New

Jersey.

this matter on June 1992, the

respondent failed
*

te lepho ne

respondent's treating physîcïan stating

visited his office on the morning of June

apiear.

from an indivldual purportïng t o be t h e

that Dr. Ammirata had

1992, and that he

The Board requested,

Director, wrltten

and eould not attend the hearing .WaS

through the offïce Cxecutive

confirmation of the respondent's illness from this physician by

June 1992. As of June 1992. the date of the continued

hearing , no such written confirmation from the respondent or the

physician had been redeived by the Board . Respondent also failed

to appear at the continuation the hearing on June 1992,

and on this occasion .

no telephone call or notice was received by

the Board indïcating a reason for the respondent's absence.

On June 1O, 1992, D.A.G. Anne Marie Kelly. was permitted to

proceed with the complainant's case, especially in view of the

fact that an expert wltness was present and prepared to testify .

Accordingly, D.A.G. Kelly presented the testimony of A. Milton

Bell, D .D.S. Dr. Bell is a licensed dentist practicing in the

State o f New Jersey, and he is also an ïnstructor o f
lx

prosthodontics and an Assistant Dean at the New York University

The Board office reeeived

At the plenary hearing



College of Dentistry. Dr. Bell was offered and aceepted by the

Board as an expert in general dentïstry and prosthodontics. Dr.

Bell testïfïed pursuant the Consent Order entered on May

5, 1988, between Board Dentistry and respondent, he

was appointed the Board monitor Dr. Ammirata 's dental

practice. his responsibilities as monitor was to

review cducation courses for prior approval and to

obtain of attendance those courses successfully

completed the respondent. was Dr. Bell's understandïng

that prior to his appointment as monitor in December 1988, the

Board had approved courses entitled ''Effective Management of

Dental Insurance'' (7 hours), ''Concepts of Bonding'' (7 hours), and

a one day per week program in ''Fixed and Removable

Prosthodontics'' at New York University (230 hours). In addition

to the correspondence between Dr. Bell and Dr. Ammlrata whlch was

admitted into evidence, Dr. Bell stressed that in his contacts

with Dr. Ammirata he continually stressed the necessity of

proper compliance with the terms and conditions of the Consent

Order which required that Dr. Ammirata obtain prior approval for

continuing education courses and that upon approval, he was

requïred to provide proof of successful completion of the

courses. According to Dr. Bell, the respondent continuously

failed to comply with the protocol set forth in the Consent

Order.

6



The only addltïonal courses for whlch Ammlrata obtained

approval were khose

1989 (S-5).

respondent completed only

the 45O hours required

submitted courses for

his letter dated January 16,

calculations, Bell testlfied that the

fo rth

3O3 hours of contïnuing educatïon of

1989. Thereafter, Dr. Ammlrata

approval for 1990 or subsequent years.

Bell also testified that he continuously requested from

Dr. Ammïrata cancelled checks as proof of attendance at courses,

but these were never provïded to him.

d iscussed with

identifying lnformation in regard

of the course, the provider of the course, and instructor for the

course in order to obtain credit for attendance .

also speclfïcally

Ammirata the necessity of provïdïng

to courses including the date

Subsequent to Dr. Bell's testïmony, the Board entered 'an

Interim Order on June 1992, continuing the plenary hearing in

thïs matter to June 17, 1992, at which time Dr. Ammlrata would be

permitted to present a defense the allegatïons in the

eomplaint. The Order further provided that the Board would

proceed with the case and make a decïsïon in the event Dr.

Ammirata failed to appear.

When the respondent failed to appear on June 1?, 1992, or

make any contact with the Board or with D.A.G . Kelly. the Board

pmoceeded at 10:45 a.m. for the hearing which.. was scheduled for

9:00 awm. D.A.G. Kelly moved before the Board for a Judgment in
t.

default based on the respondent's



spïie of having receïved adequate notlce. The Board conducted

1ts deliberations exetvtive session June 1992 and

announced decïsion in public session on that same date . This

Order memorializes Board's decision announced in public

session .

consideration record herein, Board makes the

following findings of faet and conelusions of

FINDINGS OF FACT

Respondent Anthony Ammlrata, D.D .S. wïth an office

address at Gordon Avenue, Lawrencevïlles New Jersey 08648,

license No. 7824, is licensed dentist the State of New

Jersey and has been a licensee of the Board of Dentistry during

a11 times pertinent hereto.

2 . On December 1980, the Board of Dentistry entered a

Final Decision and Order against Dr. Ammirata setting forth a

plea of no contest to the charges of an administrative complaint

alleging repeated and gross malpractice in the practïce of

dentistry by making improper diagnoses of TMJ arthritis and

unnecessarily prescribing long and costly treatment therefor and

rendering restorative dental treatment which was not performed

according to acceptable dental standards and also allegïng a lack

of good moral character as evidenced by his charging of

upconscïonable and excessiv: f ees f or treatment of patients and

f or attempts to collect f ees for treatment not required and not

k
rendered . The Order provided that Dr. was to

8



. 
2 .

be suspended for a perîod of one year, 30 days of which was an

active period of suspensioù,and the remaïnder probationary.

addïtïon, respondent was enjoïned from treatlng TMJ

patïents until he completed a residency program in prosthodontics

or periodontics, he was assessed a civil penalty

amount

an administrative complalnt was fïled

by the Attorney General of New Jersey with the Board of Dentistry

against the respondent alleging in Count repeated and/or gross

acts of negligence and malpractice in regard to dental treatment

and Count treating patients for TMJ disorders without

having completed the required residency course in vïolation of

the December 5, 1980 Order .

4. On June 9, 1987, an adminïstrative complaint was filed

by the Attorney General of New Jersey with the Board of Dentistry

against the respondent alleging in 18 counts multiple acts of

gross or simple malpractice as well as fraud and professional

misconduct in connection with dental treatment and insurance

claims for such treatment.

On May 1988, the respondent entered into a Consent

Order with the Board o f Dentïstry whïch resolved the

aforementioned adminïstrative complaints. Paragraph l(a) of the

Cqnsent Order required Dr. Ammlrata for a period of five years to
ey

complete 45O hours continuïng education ip such areas of
Sx

dental practice at the

$10,000 .00.
ï

April 26, 1985,

9



than a minïmum

average

by

required

and eompletion such courses be provided to the Board at

the end each month within whieh the course was completed.
%

Order of May 1988, further provided paragraph

that the event the respondent was found to have violated

any of the provisions of the Consent Order, his license to

practïce dentistry the State of New Jersey would be revoked.

On or about February 1992, an Order to Show Cause was

signed by William Cinotti, D .D.S., President of the Board of

Dentistry, ordering the respondent to show cause on April 15,

1992 why the Board should not enter an Order suspending his

license pending a final hearing based on the allegations of the

Verified Complaint and attachments which are the subject of this

Order.

8. On April l5, 1992, respondent appeared with counsel,

Jeffrey P. Blumstein, Esq. The Board determined to bifurcate the

allegations of the complaint, retaining Counts and for

a hearing before the Board and transferring Count IV for a

hearing at the Office of Administrative Law. The Board entered

an Order on the record establishing June 10, 1992 as the date for

the plenary hearing on Counts 11 and 111. The Board further
Sw

established with counsel a

satïsfactory attendance

week. such courses10 hours Were

enrollment. The respondent further was

to be approved

Board prlor

obtain documentation

of at least 2

10



trïal motlons. Shortly thereafter,

X.mm 1 r a t a .Blumstein on behalf

9. May 1992, a Motion Withdraw as Counsel was

filed by Jeffrey P. Blumstein, Esq . requesting the Board to enter

an Order granting leave Blumstein to withdraw as counsel

for Dr . Ammirata . Said motion supported by a certification
*

by Blumstein whïch asserted that in spite of

correspondence and repeated phone calls to Ammirata

requesting a meeting in order to prepare for the plenary hearing,

Dr. Ammïrata faïled contact Blumstein to discuss the

matter. The certiflcatïon further sets forth the chronology of

answer was fïled by Mr.

Mr. Blumstein 's repeated efforts including telephone messages

which were left for Dr. Ammirata. Finally, Blumstein advised

the Board that he was of the opinion that as a result of the non-

cooperation of the respondent to assïst ïn his defense, he cguld

not provide adequate representatïon.

1O. On May 1992, the Board entered an Order permlttïng

wlthdrawal counsel and further ordering that the plenary

hearing regarding Counts and III of the complaint as

scheduled on June lO, 1992, at 9:00 a.m. before the Board of

Dentistry would take place without further adjournment and that

Dr. Ammirata's further failure to obtain counsel would not be

cause for adjournment of the hearing.

1l. On May 22, 1992, Dr. Ammirata was personally served
t

with a copy of the Order permitting withdrawal of counsel and



setting forth

faïled to appear for the

The Moard office received a telephone call fromplenary hearing.

a physicïan stating

Written confirmatlon was requested

hearing the complainant's Board entered an
7

Interim Order on June 1992. ordering a certification from the

physician expressing medical opinion that Ammirata was

Ammirata was too to attend.

received . After

not

June

attend hearlng and contïnuing the hearing until

1992, at 9:00 before the Board permit Dr.

Ammirata to enter a defense to the allegations of the complaint.

The Order further provided that a final decision would be

rendered on June 1992, if Dr . Ammirata failed to appear.

On June 1992, Jean E . Murphy , Supervising

Investigator, Division of Consumer Affairs Enforcement Bureau,

made a telephone call to the office of Dr. Ammirata utilizing a

fictitious name and uas able to make an appointment for dental

treatment on that same date.

14. On June 1992, Dr . Ammirata was personally served

with a copy of the Board 's Interim Order.

Dr. Ammirata has completed only 3O3 hours of the 450

hours continuing education for the 1988-1989 academic year

rqquïred by the Consent Order entered into by Dr. Ammirata on May

4, 1988. Respondent further failed to complete any continuïng
t.

education courses for the

hearing date.

On June l0, 1992,,Dr. Ammirata

12



CONCFV>I-IINS OF (.,4:

Dr. Ammirata received sufflclent notice of the charges

against h1m and was afforded every posslble opportunlty to be

heard on those charges.

Respondent 's faïlure to complete the cont4nuing

education ordered for the 1988-1989 academic year as requïred by
>

the Board 's Order of May 4, 1988 constitutes professional

misconduct within the meaning of N.J.S.A. 45:1-21(e).

3 . Respondent 's failure to complete the continuing

edueation prescribed for the 1989-1990 academic year as requlred

by the Board's Order further constitutes professional misconduct

within the meanïng of N.J.S.A. 45:1-2l(e).

4. Respondent's failure to complete the contïnuing educatlon

prescribed for the 1990-1991 academic year as required by the

Board 's Order further constitutes professional misconduct within

the meaning of N.J.S.A. 45:1-2l(e).

DISCUSSION

As competently demonstrated by the testimony and the

documents entered into evidence at the hearïng ïn thls matter,

Dr . Ammirata has repeatedly and totally failed or refused to

comply with the specific terms and conditions of the Consent

Order which he signed which required him to successfully complete

440 hours of continuing education courses for each of 5 years.

As a general rule, the Board of Dentistry will assess continuing
t

education courses agaïnst those lïcensees who have demonstrated a

13



competency more areas of dentlstry ïn

amounts ranging anywhere

contlnuing educatlon.

Ammirata's appearances before

hours to 40 hours of approved

clear from the hïstory of Dr.

Board datlng back to the Order

entered

re -educatïon
*

wbich have been received

sbowing repeated

December 1980,

Dr . Ammirata, The

Board intended massive

multiple patient complaints

Board over the last years

areas of dentïstry

respondent is not competent to

gross negligence in

persuade this Board

remain practice.

repeated efforts by the Board for remediation,

Ammirata has refused to engage re-edueation. His actions

In spite

completely

out its statutory duty to protect the public. His faïlure to

comply with the Board 's prïor Orders evidence a pattern of

neglect of his patients' health, safety and welfare. The Board

infers further from Dr. Ammirata's failure to respond or appear

in regard to the instant allegations that he has no explanation

o r excuse for his failure to comply with the Board 's

obstruct and frustrate the Board 's ability to carry

requirements.

The Board can neither countenance Dr . Ammirata's flouting of

its regulatory authority nor ignore the harm or significant

potential for harm to patients pcesented if Dr. Ammirata was

permitted to remain in practice. Dr. Ammirata was well aware
$.

that the Order entered on May 4,

from

14



he faîled

license .

charged with the regulation licensees

purpose protecting the patients who seek dental

serviees this The requïrement the Order that

respondent complete eontinuing education courses was based on the
*

serlousness charges complaïnt and Board 's

judgment that only such massive program re-education would

provide respondent with ability to contlnue treating dental

patients. Consequently, and for the foregoïng reasons,

%o-
IS ON THIS QN DAY OF JUNE, 1992,

HEREBY ORDERED THAT ;

default be and ïs hereby entered against Anthony V .

Board

Ammirata' D.D .S .

The license of Anthony

dentistry

July 22, 1992.

the State New Jersey

Ammirata shall remove and dïspose of any and al1

dental equipment, appliances, toolse instruments,

dental products which are in his possession at any location. He

shall sell or dispose

dealer

Dr. Ammirata shall submit to the Board bills of sale, receïpts or

other documentation verlfying the disposal of all such ïtems no
t.

later than 30 subsequent to

medications, or

such ïtems through a legitlmate

to a New Jerseydental supplïes lïcensed dentïst.

15

Ammirata, D .D.S. to practice

is hereby revoked effective

comply with Order, tbe Board would revoke bïs



revocatlon.

Durïng the perlod of tlme ùhich respondent's

he shall not own or otherwise

maintain peeuniary beneflcial ïnterest a dental practice

a Yanager, Proprietor, Operator conductor of a

where dental operations are performed, otherwise
*

practice dentïstry within the meaning of N.J.S.A. 45:6-19.

The respondent shall surrender his wall certificate and

dental license as well as his D.E.A. and C.D .S. registrations to

a representative of the Enforcement Bureau immedïately subsequent

to the effective date of the revocation.

6. The Board may entertain an application from the

respondent for reconsideration the within Order for a period

of 30 days from June 17, 1992, only upon a written proffer of a

legitimate and valid defense the allegations of the complaint.

Upon receipt of such application for reconsideration, the Board

may provide the respondent with an opportunity to be heard and

present such defenses. No application for reconsideration will

be considered after the 30 day period, apd the revocation will

become finally effective on July 22, 1992.

function

Pk
p -ï ra

- 
' ' 

. .

' liam R . Cinotti . D .D .S .
President
State Board of Dentistry
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êlr lftib IQ E C0N STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC

DIVISION OF CONSIRG R AFFAIRS
STATE RnApn OF DENTISTRY
nnnxlT No.

In tho Matter of the Suspensïon)
or Revocation of the LioA nno of

)
Axvnnuv v. A-MVOATA p.p.l .#

To Practice nnnttltry in *h*
state of New Jerley

This matter was o-  to +ho New Jersey state H M  of

Dentistry (*Board*) upon receipt of an application for

reoonsideratïon of the Rnnrd 's Partial nonision nna Final order

entered Jnno 27, 1992, filed on hnhnlf of +ho reapondent by Jnhn

Paul Dizzia. Esq. and rmmAived by the R= Ad on July 2le 1992.

The Board 's Order revoked the license of the respondent to

practice dentistry effective Jùly 22. 1992. However, the Order

also permitted an applfcation from the respondent for

reconsideration until July l7. 1992, nna only upon a written

proffer of a legitïmate and valid defense to the allegations of
!

the underlying complaint.

A letter resppnse to the respondent's applicatfon for

reconsideration was filed on behalf of the Attorney General by

Anne Marie Kelly, Deputy Attorney General. The Board considered

the matter at its meeting of July 22, 1992, and rendered a

decision on this same daie.

Kaodn4atrative Action

DISCUSSION

As a preliminary matter, respondent's applicatïon to the

Board for reconsideration was not timely in that it was clearly



filed beyond the deadline of July 1992
. set forth in the

Board'M Order entered on Junè 27, 1992. Nevor+holess
, the WO rA

determined to review the respondent 's Fritten proffer of a

legitimate defense to the allegations of the complaint which were

submitted on his > hA3 f by Y wly retaie  counsel 
.

The w rd is x t D rsuaded tM t res- t ' a total fan o

to 0- un1ca*  with tM  M rd on tM  M Y uie  hn riY  daœ  e

h:s oontinulng faiiure to on-munlcate wàth tbe Knxrd aubs*quent

to each of those hearing dates to deterwtne what had nnraxrroa tn

relation to hls own case and/or to provide explanatfons for hf@

failure to appear ia inexcusable.

In regard to the first hnnrïng date on this matter acheduled

for June l0, 1992. the nnnrd finally has receïved a letter frn-

Ned M. weiss, M.D. attached to respondent 's application for
#

reconsideration received by the Board on July 2l
. 1992, stating

that the respondent appeared in Dr. Weiss' office and was ill on

June l0e 1992. Although the Board acknowledges that the

respondent probably wxs ill on that

personally contacted the Board on that day or

morning. the respondent never

any day thereafter.

The Board finds this failure to

with the Board to be without

fact that he was personally served on June ll
, 1992, with the

appear and failure to communicate

excuse especially ïn view of the

Order requesting medical records and scheduling a
j,'

further hearing on June l7e 1992. The Board also finds: 
.

l
respondent's claim that he was too 1ll to respond in any way on

1.
t

June l0. 1992, highly disfngenuous in view of the fact that he

Board 's Interim

was prepared to schedule a dental appointment on this same date



for an Enforna--nt Bureau investigator who called him for an

appointemnt under a fictitious n-me.

The Board also anknowledges that the respondent was nnxhle
7

to appear for the hearing on June l7, 1992, as a result of his

hospitalization the night before. Ho-ever. he totally failed to

advise #he Y. M  of the reason for his failxar- to appear on +hxt

day or any day +hnreafter in *pàte of *ho fact +hxt he -x-

perponally servpd with tbe Rn-ra's order revoking hts lto-n--

e#fective July 22. 1992, and settàng forth a July l7. 1992

deadline for application for romnnaideration .
;

In view of the fact, however. thnt respondent haa made a

colorable showing of a legitimate defense to the allegationa of
L

the complaint as set forth in Counts 1, 11 An8 III conom rning +ho

completion of requiyed continuing education, the nnnrd haa

determined to provide the respgndent with an opportuntty to be

heard on these issues. Howevere the Board will not countmnnno>

any further delay in the resolution of thls matter for any reason

whatsoever. consequently. and for the foregoing reasons ,

IT Is oN THIs k , DAY oF 1992,
I:

HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

1. The terms of. the Board 's Order entered on June 27, 1992,

shall be stayed until August 26, 1992.

on August y6e 1992, a peremptory hearing shall be/ ''''

ê 
,

scheduled in order to provide the respondent with an opportunity
, ; 

.

to set forth his defense to the allegations of the complaint
.

The Executive Director of the Board shall provïde notice to the

2.

parties in regard to the locatïon and hour for the hearing .



There shall be no further adlournmmnt for any reason
, and the

Board 'shall finally conlide/ this matter on this datè with or

without the appearance of the respondent -nd whether or not h
e

has retained counsel.

It shall be the responsibility of the respondent to

obtain +ho transcripts of the hnarings which took place on Juno

10 ena l7e 1992, on an expedlted bosis kf nnnA saary
e -n8 at hia

own expense . It also shall be the responsïbility of the

respondent to obtain copies of the documentary evtdenoe suhmitted

to the Board for the State's case on those hearing dates
.

4. The parties shall be expected to take whatever steps are

necessary in advance of the hearing scheduled for August 26
,

1992, ïn order to exchange documents
, enter into stipulationse

and compile fully documented proof of the completion of

continuing education as asserted by the respondent
.t '

3.

$:A ,.w u-
Wïlliam R. Cinotti. D.D.S.
President
S#ate Board of Dentlstry


